
A school board 
develops a budget 
that includes every 
dollar the district 
will spend, 
regardless of source. 
Voters approve the 
district expenditure 
budget of 3,800,000.

Current Law
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The board develops 
a revenue budget to 
fund the 
expenditure budget. 
Revenues come from 
a variety of sources 
and total 3,800,000.



Current Law
A portion of the 
revenues come from 
sources other than 
education property 
taxes – federal Titles, 
special education 
aid,  state 
categorical grants 
(transportation aid, 
small school and 
merger support 
grants), tuitions, 
surplus, etc.  These 
are generically called 
offsetting revenues.
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Offsetting revenues



Current Law
Offsetting revenues 
are subtracted from 
the total 
expenditures to 
determine Education 
Spending.  In this 
case, Education 
Spending is 
3,000,000.
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Federal dollars = 
110,000

Special Education = 
450,000

Transportation Aid = 
150,000

SSG/MSG = 
40,000

Tuition, surplus, etc. = 
50,000

Education 
spending

Offsetting revenues:  110,000  +  450,000  +  150,000  +  40,000  +  50,000  =  800,000

Education Spending:  3,800,000  - 800,000  =  3,000,000



What do weights do?

1. Account for additional costs associated with specific categories of students.

2. Homestead property tax rates based on education spending per pupil.

3. A district with high percentage of high-cost students has high spending per pupil, 
increasing its homestead tax rate.

4. The pupil counts used for per pupil spending are equalized pupils, which are 
weighted pupils.

5. Equalized pupils account for those higher costs by increasing the pupil count, 
thereby decreasing the cost per pupil.

6. This means per pupil spending between districts is equalized in terms of those 
specific student categories. 

Student Weights
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How are equalized pupils calculated?

1. Long-term average daily membership (LT ADM) is the base.

a. LT ADM is a two-year ADM average, plus state-placed student counts from the 
prior year.

b. LT ADM is the count the State has in a given year.

2. Weights for each category are applied to the LT ADM for each district.

3. The State now has a higher count than the LT ADM.

Student Weights
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How are equalized pupils calculated?

4.    The weighted LT ADM for each district is multiplied by an equalization ratio.

a. The equalization ratio is the total LT ADM divided by the total weighted ADM.

b. The total equalized pupil count for the State is equal to the LT ADM.

c. Each district’s count has been adjusted by its ratio of the various student 
category weights as compared to the State as a whole – i.e., the equalization 
ratio.

d. If a district had a higher percentage of students in the categories than the State, 
its equalized pupil count is higher than its LT ADM.

5.    Weights work in concert with one another and can mask what is happening.

Student Weights
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Isolating the effect of a 
single weight.

How weights can affect one another
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A B C D E F G H I J K L

Scenario 1 - only secondary grade weight
Eq Ratio: 60 ÷ 66.00 = 0.909

K-6 7-12 Sparsity Wght

K-6 7-12
ADM
tot 0.0 0.2 Eligible 0.0

Wghtd
ADM

District
Ratio

Eq
Ratio EqPup

1. District 1 5 15 20 - 3.0 no - 23.0 0.870 0.909 20.9 
2. District 2 10 10 20 - 2.0 yes - 22.0 0.909 0.909 20.0 
3. District 3 15 5 20 - 1.0 yes - 21.0 0.952 0.909 19.1 
4. State 60 66.0 0.909 60.0 



Impact of a second weight 
on results from a single 
weight.

How weights can affect one another
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A B C D E F G H I J K L

Scenario 2 - secondary weight plus a sparsity weight
Eq Ratio: 60 ÷ 70.00 = 0.857

K-6 7-12 Sparsity Wght

K-6 7-12
ADM
tot 0.0 0.2 Eligible 0.1

Wghtd
ADM

District
Ratio

Eq
Ratio EqPup

5. District 1 5 15 20 - 3.0 no - 23.0 0.870 0.857 19.7 
6. District 2 10 10 20 - 2.0 yes 2.0 24.0 0.833 0.857 20.6 
7. District 3 15 5 20 - 1.0 yes 2.0 23.0 0.870 0.857 19.7 
8. State 60 70.0 0.857 60.0 



Impact of a second weight 
on results from a single 
weight.

Interaction of Weights, comparison
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One 
weighting 

factor

Two 
weighting 

factors
ADM tot EqPup EqPup

District 1 20 20.9 19.7 

District 2 20 20.0 20.6 

District 3 20 19.1 19.7 

State 60 60.0 60.0 



LT ADM versus Equalized Pupils, examples
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LT ADM EqPup
District 

Ratio
EqPup vs 

LT ADM
Z999 Statewide Totals 86,878 86,869 0.951 (8)

T079 Georgia 913 865 1.005 (49)
U061 Mt. Abraham USD 1,491 1,463 0.969 (28)
U049 Barstow USD 301 297 0.961 (3)

U084 Mettawee School District 312 316 0.938 4 
U057 Maple Run USD 2,530 2,542 0.947 11 
U026 Hazen UHSD 279 319 0.833 40 



Tax rate calculation
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Current 
Cost 

Equity

1. Expenditures 3,800,000 3,800,000 
2. Offsetting Revenues - 800,000 2,000,000 
3. Education Spending 3,000,000 1,800,000 

4. Equalized Pupils (LT ADM for CE) ÷ 200.00 200.00 
5. Ed Spend / EqPup (LT ADM for CE) 15,000 9,000 

6. Property yield per $1.00 rate ÷ 12,000 7,500 
7. Equalized Homestead Rate 1.250 1.200 

8. CLA ÷ 93.00% 93.00% 
9. Actual Homestead Rate 1.344 1.290 

This is not the 
actual yield.  This 
value is used for 
illustrative 
purposes.
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Budget Revenues, Cost Equity

Under the cost 
equity model, a 
board still develops 
expenditure and 
revenue budgets, 
which again equal 
3,800,000.

But under the cost 
equity model, there 
are more offsetting 
revenues, the cost 
equity payments.

Cost Equity Model
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Offsetting revenues, 
including cost 
equity payments.
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Budget Revenues, Cost Equity

With the additional 
offsetting revenues 
from the cost equity 
payments, education 
spending is lower.

Education spending 
is now 1,800,000.

Cost Equity Model
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Education 
spending

Federal dollars = 
110,000

Special Education = 
450,000

Transportation Aid = 
150,000

SSG/MSG = 
40,000

Tuition, surplus, etc. = 
50,000

Offsetting revenues:  110,000  +  450,000  +  150,000  +  40,000 +  
50,000  +  1,200,000 =  2,000,000

Education Spending:  3,800,000  - 2,000,000  =  1,800,000

Cost equity payments = 
1,200,000



Tax rate calculation
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Current 
Cost 

Equity

1. Expenditures 3,800,000 3,800,000 
2. Offsetting Revenues - 800,000 2,000,000 
3. Education Spending 3,000,000 1,800,000 

4. Equalized Pupils (LT ADM for CE) ÷ 200.00 200.00 
5. Ed Spend / EqPup (LT ADM for CE) 15,000 9,000 

6. Property yield per $1.00 rate ÷ 12,000 7,000 
7. Equalized Homestead Rate 1.250 1.286 

8. CLA ÷ 93.00% 93.00% 
9. Actual Homestead Rate 1.344 1.383

Illustrative 
purposes.



Only towns with ELL students, high to low
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ELL counts by town of residence, high to low
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Town ELL count ID Town ELL count ID Town ELL count ID Town ELL count
Burlington 576 T079 Georgia 6 T100 Hyde Park 3 T068 Enosburgh 1 
Winooski ID 247 T179 St. Johnsbury 6 T113 Londonderry 3 T076 Ferrisburgh 1 
Essex Town 180 T232 Westford 6 T136 Newbury 3 T082 Grafton 1 
South Burlington 169 T029 Bridport 5 T157 Pomfret 3 T092 Hardwick 1 
Colchester 75 T123 Middlebury ID 5 T198 Stowe 3 T096 Hinesburg 1 
Williston 60 T132 Morristown 5 T222 Warren 3 T188 Killington 1 
Montpelier 53 T159 Pownal 5 T031 Bristol 2 T112 Lincoln 1 
Shelburne 39 T169 Rockingham 5 T042 Castleton 2 T122 Mendon 1 
Milton 33 T187 Sheldon 5 T055 Craftsbury 2 T133 Mt. Holly 1 
Barre City 25 T176 St. Albans City 5 T073 Fair Haven 2 T138 New Haven 1 
Hartford 21 T177 St. Albans Town 5 T074 Fairlee 2 T141 North Bennington ID 1 
Brattleboro 17 T015 Bennington ID 4 T086 Greensboro 2 T154 Pittsford 1 
Rutland City 14 T115 Ludlow 4 T124 Middlesex 2 T156 Plymouth 1 
Barre Town 13 T162 Randolph 4 T127 Monkton 2 T180 Salisbury 1 
Springfield 13 T189 Shoreham 4 T145 Norwich 2 T185 Sheffield 1 
Manchester 11 T214 Vernon 4 T149 Panton 2 T178 St. George 1 
Lyndon 10 T229 Wells River 4 T245 Wilmington 2 T196 Starksboro 1 
Swanton 9 T023 Bradford ID 3 T253 Woodstock 2 T201 Sudbury 1 
Highgate 8 T033 Brookline 3 T005 Arlington 1 T202 Sunderland 1 
Vergennes 8 T036 Burke 3 T006 Athens 1 T215 Vershire 1 
Waterbury 8 T047 Chester 3 T009 Barnard 1 T234 Westminster 1 
Charlotte 7 T060 Dover 3 T018 Berkshire 1 
Berlin 6 T063 Duxbury 3 T026 Brandon 1 
Fairfax 6 T072 Fairfield 3 T051 Concord 1 



ELL Distribution, all towns, by county

18

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

EL
L 

co
un

ts

Addison
Bennington

Caledonia
Chittenden

Essex
Franklin

Grand Isle

Lamoille

Orange

Orleans
Rutland

Washington
Windham

Windsor



ELL counts by county of residence
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County ELL count County ELL count County ELL count
Addison 33 Franklin 49 Rutland 24 
Bennington 23 Grand Isle - Washington 113 
Caledonia 21 Lamoille 11 Windham 40 
Chittenden 1,394 Orange 17 Windsor 50 
Essex 1 Orleans 4 


